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RIVER  SANITATION. 


A concise  and  popular  statement  of  the  recent  past,  and 
present  position  of  River  Pollution  in  the  United  Kingdom 
caused  by  noxious  drainage  from  industrial  undertakings 
will,  it  is  hoped,  prove  useful ; and  not  only  assist  the  praise- 
worthy efforts  of  the  Council  of  the  Great  International 
Health  Exhibition  at  South  Kensington  for  the  promotion  of 
the  health  of  the  people  of  the  many  nations  represented 
thereat ; but  will  induce  every  member  of  every  class,  not 
excepting  even  the  Industries  themselves,  to  co-operate  in  the 
movement  now  on  foot  to  secure,  at  the  earliest  possible  date, 
the  suppression  of  river  pollution. 

So  far  back  as  1855,  nearly  30  years,  river  pollution  by 
the  Industries  had  reached  such  proportions  that  Mr. 
Adderley,  Mr.  Henley,  and  Lord  Kobert  Grosvenor,  three 
highly  respected  and  influential  Members,  made  an  un 
successful  attempt  to  get  Clause  24  of  the  “Nuisances  Removal 
Bill ” (which  imposed  a penalty  of  £200  for  discharging  gas 
refuse  into  rivers)  extended  so  as  to  include*  all  manufacturing 
refuse  of  a foul  and  poisonous  nature. 

In  1861  the  mischievous  practice  of  river  pollution  having 
increased,  a number  of  noblemen  and  gentlemen  associated 
themselves  together  under  the  name  of  the  “Fisheries 
Preservation  Association,”  for  the  purpose  (among  other 
objects)  of  obtaining  an  enactment  against  “the  poisoning 
and  polluting  of  rivers,”  a purpose  very  similar  to  that  which 
is  contemplated  by  the  Federation  hereinafter  referred  to. 

* Hansard,  3rd  Series,  Vol.  139,  pp  671-2. 
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In  that  year,  through  the  instrumentality  in  a great 
measure  of  that  Association,  the  Salmon  Fishery  Act  tor 
England  and  Wales  (24  and  25  Viet.,  cap.  109)  was  obtained, 
and  it  contained  a Clause  (s.  5)  which  it  was  then  hoped  would 
prove  effectual  in  preventing  the  pollution  of  salmon  rivers. 

That  Act  however,  though  valuable  and  effective  in  other 
respects,  was  inoperative  as  regarded  such  pollutions. 

The  stir  made  about  river  pollution  from  industrial  under- 
takings led  public  attention  to  the  impurities  caused  by  the 
Alkali  Works  as  then  carried  on,  and  to  the  Alkali  Act  of 
1863.  It  dealt  with  the  more  urgent  of  the  two  evils  resulting 
from  those  works,  — the  vitiation  of  the  air  and  not  the 
impurification  of  the  waters.  It  was  however  a move  in  the 
right  direction,  as_it  prescribed  a standard  for  the  condensation 
of  gas  emanating  from  Alkali  manufactures,  and  provided  for 
the  appointment  of  inspectors  by  the  Board  of  Trade  to  enforce 
the  observance  of  the  standard. 

In  the  same  year,  1863,  a deputation  from  the  Sanitary 
Associations  of  Great  Britain  and  the  Fisheries  Association 
had  an  interview  with  Lord  Palmerston,  and  urged  his 
Lordship  to  put  an  effectual  stop  to  the  nuisance. 

In  the  next  year,  1864,  the  same  Associations  by  their 
Presidents,  Lords  Ebury  and  Shaftesbury,  and  Lords  Saltoun 
and  Llanover,  addressed  to  Lord  Palmerston  a joint  letter 
entreating  his  Lordship  “ to  lose  no  time  in  proposing  such 
“ measures  as  might  seem  best  adapted  to  prevent  the  spread 
“ of  this  enormous  evil.” 

And  in  the  same  year  a Bill  “ to  prevent  the  discharge  oj 
“ impure  ivater  from  manufactories  into  rivers  in  Scotland ,” 
was  introduced  into  the  House  of  Commons.  It  did  not 
become  an  Act.  It  applied  only  to  Scotland,  and  probably  it 
was  considered  better  that  the  streams  of  the  whole  kingdon 
should  be  dealt  with  in  some  comprehensive  measure. 

In  that  year,  moreover,  the  Select  Committee  of  the  Hous( 
of  Commons  came  to  the  noteworthy  recommendation  “ Tha 
“ the  important  object  of  completely  freeing  the  entire  basins  o 
tiveis  ft om  pollution  should  be  rendered  possible  by  genera 
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“ legislation .”  This  resolution  was  followed  by  memorials  in 
favour  of  the  recommendation  from  Nottingham,  Sheffield, 
Birmingham,  Manchester,  Preston,  Coventry,  Derby,  Wolver- 
hampton, Bath,  Huddersfield,  York,  Stockport,  Cheltenham, 
and  Oxford,  and  the  Kotherham  and  Kimberworth  Board  of 
Health. 

In  the  next  year,  1865,  a Bill  was  introduced  which, 
curiously  enough,  related  only  to  England,  “ to  amend  and 
“ better  to  administer  the  laics  for  the  protection  of  rivers  and 
“ streams  in  England .”  It,  like  the  Scotch  Bill  of  the 
preceding  year,  did  not  pass  the  Commons,  but  the  two  Bills, 
coupled  with  the  result  of  an  interview  of  an  influential  deputa- 
tion from  the  Fisheries  Preservation  Association  with  Sir  George 
Grey,  had  the  effect  of  inducing  Her  Majesty’s  Government 
“ to  appoint  Commissioners  to  inquire  into  the  best  means  of 
“preventing  the  pollution  of  rivers.''1*  In  the  instructions 
which  accompanied  their  appointment,  after  referring  to  the 
“ widespread  and  serious  pollution  of  rivers  both  from 
“ town  sewage  and  the  refuse  of  mines  and  manufactures,” 
the  Commissioners  were  informed  that  “ the  main  object 
“ of  their  enquiry  should  be  how  far  the  use  or  .abuse  of 
“ the  rivers,  was  under  the  present  circumstances,  essen- 
“ tial  to  the  carrying  on  the  industry  of  their  districts ,”  and 
“ how  far,  by  new  arrangements,  the  refuse  arising  from  in- 
“ dustrial  processes  ” . . . “ could  be  kept  out  of  the  streams 
“ or  rendered  harmless  before  it  reached  them;”  and  they 
were  further  directed  “ to  enquire  into  the  health  and  comfort 
“ of  the  existing  systems  ”....“  and  into  the  best  mode 
“ of  protecting  individual  and  public  interests  in  the  purity 
“ of  running  water.” 

During  the  next  eight  years  the  Commissioners  and  their 
successors,  who  were  appointed  by  another  Boyal  Com- 
mission! with  similar  instructions — all  rare  experts,  and  by 

* Commission,  dated  18th  May,  1865.  Commissioners — Robert  Rawlinson; 
Esq.,  John  Thornhill  Harrison,  Esq.,  and  John  Thomas  Way,  Esq. 

f Commission  dated  6th  April,  1868  ; Commissioners— Sir  William  Thomas 
Denison,  K.C.B.,  Col.  R.F. ; Edward  Frankland,  Esq.  ; John  Chalmers  Morton 
Esq. 


6 


1 Com., 
i Report, 
104. 


education,  experience  and  social  position,  eminently  qualified 
for  tlie  purpose — investigated,  visited  the  rivers  and  the 
industrial  works,  examined  witnesses,  and  year  by  year  made 
elaborate  and  most  instructive  reports. 

They  showed  that  river  pollution  was  rampant,  and  rapidly 
destro}ring  the  beauty,  purity,  and  usefulness  of  every  lovely 
stream  in  the  kingdom,  and  converting  it,  from  an  efficient 
healthful  agent,  into  a pestilential,  poisonous  public  nuisance ; 
but  whilst  they  thus  demonstrated  the  magnitude  and  ever 
increasing  dimensions  of  this  great  social  evil,  they  as  dis- 
tinctly stated  that  there  was  an  antidote,  and  lucidly  explained 
the  remedy  for  each  cause  of  pollution,  or,  to  use  their  own 
words,  in  1872  “ Methods  have  been  described  in  our  reports 
“ involving  no  excessive  expenditure , by  which  the  foulest  liquid 
“ ivaste  from  manufactories  can  be  adequately  cleansed.  We 

“ BELIEVE  THAT  THE  ADOPTION  OF  NONE  OF  THEM  WILL  INFLICT 
“ ANY  INJURY  AT  ALL  UPON  MANUFACTURERS  ; INDEED  WE  HAVE 
“ EVERY  REASON  TO  CONCLUDE  THAT  THEIR  ADOPTION  WILL  SAVE 

“ the  Manufacturers  of  this  country  from  inflicting 
“ considerable  injury  upon  themselves,  udiilst  by  preserving 
the  ivliole  course  of  rivers  in  a comparatively  clean  and 
useful  condition  they  will  tend  powerfully  to  the  extension  of 
manufactures  upon  the  banks.  One  of  the  most  crying  evils 
“ in  manufacturing  districts  is  the  leant  of  clean  water,  and, 
thci efoi e,  eieiy  successful  cf'ort  to  make  dirty  water  again 
“ usable,  is  a direct  gain  to  Manufacturers.  . . . In  this 

“ opinion  we  are  glad  to  be  confirmed  by  the  testimony  of 
“ European  chemists  of  the  highest  reputation:' 

The  writer  wishes  to  draw  particular  attention  to  this 
remarkable  statement,  which  he  hopes  will  be  kept  steadily 
in  mind ; namely,  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  Commissioners 
the  adoption  of  the  suggested  remedies  will  not  inflict  injury 
on  the  Manufacturers,  but  will  actually  save  them  from  in- 
flicting considerable  injury  on  themselves. 

These  reports  were,  of  course,  laid  before  both  Houses  of 
Parliament,  and  in  the  following  year,  1873,  the  Fisheries 
Preservation  Association  prepared  a Bill,  which  was 
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introduced  by  the  Earl  of  Shaftesbury  into  the  House 
of  Lords  “ to  amend  the  laws  relating  to  the  'pollution 
“ of  rivers .”  In  its  preamble  it  averred  and  recorded 

the  startling  fact  “ that  the  pollution  of  rivers  had  of 
“ late  so  increased  as  to  become  a national  evil,”  and  its 
provisions  for  the  curing  the  evil  were  based  upon  the  re- 
commendations of  the  Commissioners.  But  unfortunately 
some  saving  provisions  they  had  also  recommended  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Industries  were,  at  the  instance  of  an  opponent 
struck  out  of  the  Bill.  The  Bill  was  opposed  by  the  leading 
Industries  and  referred  to  a strong  Select  Committee  of  that 
Bight  Honorable  House.  The  Committee  heard  all  objec- 
tions ; examined  witnesses  ; printed  their  evidence  which  is 
highly  interesting  and  well  worth  reading ; and  after  full 
consideration,  reported  in  favor  of  the  Bill.  It  was  passed 
and  sent  to  the  Commons. 

The  writer  has  no  record  of  what  occurred  there,  but  he 
knows,  from  the  printed  proceedings  of  the  House,  that  the 
Bill  did  not  reach  the  Commons  till  nearly  the  end  of  July, 
and,  as  it  was  probably  followed  there  by  the  opponents,  it 
was  doubtless  deemed  too  late  to  get  it  passed  in  that  Session. 

Late  in  the  same  year,  1873,  and  after  the  last  mentioned 
Bill  had  been  dropped  or  withdrawn,  the  Commissioners 
made  their  5th  and  final  Beport,  on  “ Pollution 
“ arising  from  Mining  Operations  and  Metal  Manufactures ,” 
and  probably  having  observed  the  omission  of  the  saving 
clause  in  the  dropped  Bill,  to  which  reference  has  been  made, 
they  deemed  it  right  in  the  concluding  paragraphs  of  their 
Beport  to  add  a reminder  of  that  clause,  by  a repetition  of 
the  words  of  their  former  Beport. 

1874  was  the  year  of  the  new  Parliament,  and  it  passed, 
amidst  press  of  other  matters,  without  any  Bill  in  either 
House  relating  to  the  purification  of  rivers. 

In  1875  a Bill  was  introduced  in  the  Lords  “ for  the  better 
“prevention  of  the  pollution  of  rivers."  It  provided  for  the 
constitution  of  a “ Conservancy  Authority,”  and  contained 
some  stringent  provisions  for  the  prevention  ol  river  pollution. 
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It  passed  their  Lordships’  House,  and  was  sent  to  the  Com- 
mons, where  it  was  read  a first  and  second  time  ; but  never 
got  as  far  as  Committee. 

This  brings  the  statement  to  1876,  when  Parliament  took 
the  matter  seriously  in  hand,  and  passed  “ The  Rivers  Pollu- 
tion Prevention  Act,"  1876. 

That  Act,  based  upon  a proven  preamble,  not  therein 
expressed,  but  on  record  in  the  proceedings  of  the  House  of 
Lords,  and  in  the  Reports  of  the  Commissioners  to  the  effect, 
that  as  noxious  drainage  from  industrial  undertakings  into 
streams  caused  river  pollution  that  already  amounted  to  a 
“National  evil,"  and  was  constantly  increasing;  and  as  that 
drainage  could,  without  serious  injury  to  the  Industries,  be 
either  prevented  from  entering  the  stream,  or  rendered  in- 
noxious before  it  did  enter  the  stream,  it  was  expedient  that 
such  river  pollution  should  be  strictly  prohibited  and  prevented. 

It,  therefore,  enacted  in  precise  and  unmistakable  lan- 
guage [section  4]  that  “ every  person  who  should  cause  tofcdl 
“ or  flow,  or  should  knowingly  permit  to  fall  or  flow,  or  to  he 
“ carried  into  any  stream , any  poisonous,  noxious,  or  polluting 
“ liquid  proceeding  from  any  factory  or  manufacturing  process , 
“ should  ( subject  as  in  the  Act  is  mentioned)  be  deemed  to  have 
“ committed  an  offence  against  the  Act." 

Whilst  the  Legislature  thus  made  it  clear  both  to  the 
offender  and  the  sufferer  what  might  not  be  done;  it  was 
equally  desirous  that  both  parties  should  as  clearly  under- 
stand what  might  be  done,  and  the  section,  therefore,  adds 
that  the  person,  that  is  the  Industry,  “ shall  not  be  deemed  to 
have  committed  an  offence  against  the  Act  if  he  shows  that  he 
“ is  using  the  best  practicable  and  reasonably  available  means  to 
“ render  harmless  the  poisonous,  noxious,  or  polluting  liquid  so 
“falling  or  flowing  into  the  stream ;”  and  by  Section  5,  river 
pollution  from  mine  water  is  placed  on  the  same  footing. 

The  means  referred  to  formed  the  subject  of  a highly 
interesting  paper*  read  at  one  of  the  recent  great  International 

* “ Eiver  Potion  by  Refuse  from  Manufactories  and  Mines  : together 
with  some  Remedies  proposed.” 
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Fisheries  Exhibition  conferences,  but  it  must  be  particularly 
remembered  that  many  new  and  improved  methods  have  been 
discovered  since  the  Royal  Commissioners’  Reports,  and  are, 
in  fact,  being  constantly  discovered. 

Moreover,  the  Legislature  in  its  anxiety  to  consult  the 
views  and  interests  of  the  Industries,  and  doubtless  in  the 
hope  that  they  would  voluntarily  take  action  in  a matter  so 
urgent  for  the  health  and  comfort  of  the  general  public,  gave 
them  (Sections  6 and  13)  12  clear  months,  from  the  passing 
of  the  Act,  to  commence  the  necessary  purification  works  ; 
and,  to  prevent  any  Industry  from  being  unfairly  or  unduly 
harassed,  it  also  provided  (Section  6)  that  at  the  expiration 
of  those  12  months,  no  proceedings  should  be  taken  against 
the  Industries  without  the  consent  of  the  Local  Government 
Board. 

Notwithstanding  these  considerate,  not  to  say  begging 
enactments  for  voluntary  action  on  the  part  of  the  Industries 
to  observe  a moral  obligation  they  owed  to  Society,  and  to  cease 
as  speedily  as  possible  the  perpetration  of  a public  nuisance  of 
such  a character,  the  whole  of  the  probationary  year  passed 
without  the  slightest  move,  or  sign  of  an  intention  to  move 
in  the  direction  desired. 

This  vis  inertice  of  the  Industries  was  no  surprise  to  many 
of  those  who  had  carefully  studied  the  evidence  and  recom- 
mendations of  the  Royal  Commissioners,  and  compared  them 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  1876. 

Indeed,  so  early  as  the  commencement  of  the  year  1877, 
the  distrust  of  the  machinery  of  the  Act  for  effecting  its 
declared  object  was  so  strong, -that  a Select  Committee  of  the 
House  of  Lords  was  appointed  “ to  consider  by  ivhat  means 
“ Conservancy  Boards  could  be  more  conveniently  and  inexpen- 
“ sively  constituted 

In  the  course  of  their  enquiry  the  question  of  the  operative 
efficiency  of  the  Act  of  the  preceding  year  cropped  up.  The 
Committee  were  told  by  witnesses  that  “ it  was  difficult  to  get 
“ local  bodies  of  corporations,  who  are  the  creators  of  the 
u nuisances,  to  put  in  force  any  power  provided  for  their 
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“ remedy;”  and  a striking  instance  was  related  to  tlieir  lord- 
ships,  where  the  Trustees  of  the  Aire  and  Calder  Navigation 
had  failed  to  induce  the  Town  Council  of  Leeds  to  prohibit 
the  pollution  of  a tributary  of  the  Aire.  And  it  was  also 
insisted  on  by  witnesses  that  the  Act  would  “ be  inoperative. 

It  was  no  doubt  “ a great  warning  to  parties  polluting 
“ the  rivers,  and  also  to  those  casting  in  refuse,  but  the 
“ difficulty  would  be  to  put  it  into  action.” 

Their  lordships  appear  to  have  adopted  that  conclusion, 
as  in  their  report  they  stated  they  “ were  of  opinion  that  the 
“ Conservancy  Boards,”  which  they  recommended,  “ should 
“ be  enabled  to  execute  the  powers  for  the  prevention  of  pollu- 
“ tion  of  rivers  conferred  on  local  Authorities  by  the  Rivers 
“ Pollution  Prevention  Act.” 

Another  year  was  allowed  to  pass,  after  the  expiration  of 
the  probationary  year,  without  any  voluntary  move  on  the  part 
of  the  Industries,  or  any  compulsory  action  on  the  part  of  the 
Sanitary  Authorities,  or  the  Local  Government  Board,  for  the 
abatement  of  the  nuisance. 

The  inefficiency  of  the  legislation  of  1876  was,  in  fact, 
admitted  by  both  Houses  of  Parliament  in  1879  ; in  the 
Lords  by  the  Bill  their  lordships  passed,  and  sent  to  the 
Commons  “ to  make  provision  for  the  conservancy  of 
“ rivers ;”  and  in  the  Commons  by  the  clause  they  announced 
their  intention  to  insert  which,  following  the  recommendation 
of  the  Special  Committee  of  the  Lords,  would  have  empowered 
“ the  Conservancy  Boards”  to  take  proceedings  to  enforce 
the  provisions  of  the  “ Rivers  Pollution  Prevention  Act, 
1876.”  The  Bill  unfortunately  did  not  reach  Committee,  and 
was  dropped. 

Time  wore  on,  and  during  1880  the  Industries  continued 
to  pollute,  and  the  Sanitary  Authorities  and  the  Local  Govern- 
ment Board  to  look  on,  and  the  public  to  suffer.  It  was, 
however,  the  year  of  the  new  parliament,  and  no  legislative 
measure  could  be  attempted  in  either  House  for  the  amend- 
ment of  the  admitted  insufficiency  of  the  Act  of  1876. 

Nevertheless,  neither  the  evil,  nor  the  misdeeds  of  the 
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polluters,  nor  the  shortcomings  of  the  Authorities,  were  lost 
sight  of. 

In  that  year  the  National  Association  for  the  Promotion 
of  Social  Science  held  their  meeting  at  Edinburgh  ;*  and 
amongst  their  recorded  transactions  was  a paper  read  under 
the  heading  of  “ Pollution  of  Streams  : ” and  entitled  “ What 
“ are  the  means  which  should  be  adopted  for  the  preservation  of 
“ streams  without  undue  interference  with  industrial  opera- 
tions and  for  the  preservation  of  pure  sources  of  water 
supply,”  by  Dr.  Stephenson  Macadam,  Ph.D. ; F.E.S.E., 
F.C.S.,  F.I.C  . ; &c.,  Lecturer  on  Chemistry,  Edinburgh. 

The  whole  paper  is  able  and  interesting,  but  all  that  is 
immediately  pertinent  to  this  essay  is  expressed  in  the 
following  concise,  but  comprehensive  sentence  : — “ At  first, 
“ let  me  say,  that  the  law  for  the  prevention  of  the 
“ pollution  of  rivers  is  capable  of  dealing  with  the  ques- 
“ tion,  provided  there  were  full  and  ample  means  to  put  it  in 
“force.” 

The  discussion  which  followed  was  opened  by  Sir  Bobert 
Christison,  Bart.,  M.D.,  in  a speech  which  is  full  of  most 
instructive  matter,  and  which  the  writer  would  like  to  quote 
in  extenso , but  he  must  confine  himself  to  two  or  three 
sentences  which  have  direct  relation  to  the  subject  matter  of 
this  paper.  To  show  the  ease  with  which  pollutions  from 
industrial  works  may  be  avoided,  and  how  inexcusable,  there- 
fore, is  the  offence,  and  the  “ vis  inertice  ” of  those  who  are 
empowered  to  prevent  and  should  prevent  it,  the  learned  and 
honorable  baronet  says : “I  have  seen  many  of  these  manu- 
“ facturing  nuisances,  and  have  found  that  they  could  be  all 
“ reduced  or  altogether  prevented  by  proper  mean  and 
again  speaking  of  some  case  where  he  was  himself  applied 
to,  and  “ he  supposed  was  expected  to  be  witness  for  the 
“ Polluters,”  he  told  them  it  would  be  “ a mistake  to  dispute 
“ the  nuisance,”  “ every  fish  had  been  destroyed”;  “proper 
“ arrangements  were  suggested  ” — “ within  a year  after  the 

* Transactions  of  the  National  Association  for  the  Promotion  of  Social 
Science , Edinburgh  Meeting,  1880. 
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“ purification  was  accomplished,  I saw  trout  taken  out  in 
“ great  numbers,  and  that  has  gone  on  ever  since.” 

As  to  the  inefficiency  of  the  Act  of  1876,  he  says,  after  a 
very  careful  exposition  of  the  Act,  “ No  one  wdio  looks  at  the 
“ last  River  Pollution  Act  can  fail  to  see  that  the  law  must 
“ be  in  many  respects  inoperative.  What  is  the  cause  of 
“ that  I do  not  pretend  to  say,  but  no  one  well  acquainted 
“ with  the  nature  of  pollutions,  and  the  measures  to  be 
“ adopted  for  preventing  them,  can  help  coming  to  the  con- 
“ viction,  that  the  Act  bears  strongly  the  impression  of 
“ manufacturing  by  the  manufacturers.” 

Mr.  David  Milne  Home  at  the  same  conference,  “ who 
“ had  studied  the  subject  some  years,”  urges,  that  “ con- 


“ sidering  how  many  processes  there  now  were  of  acknow- 


“ ledged  efficacy,  it  was  quite  in  the  power  of  manufacturers 
“ to  adopt  means  to  prevent  river  pollution.”  He  referred 
to  the  expression  “ undue  interference  with  industrial  opera- 
“ tions,”  and  insisted  that  “ if  there  was  any  undue  inter- 
“ ference  in  such  a case,  it  was  on  the  part  of  the  manu 
“ facturers  themselves.” 

Mr.  Sillar  (London)  followed,  and  desired  to  lift  th 
question  out  of  the  “ narrow  groove  of  selfishness,”  as  one 
solely  between  riparian  owner  and  manufacturer,  and  ‘ 

“ treat  it  as  one  affecting  society  as  a whole.”  “ Pollutioi 
“ of  rivers  was  an  intolerable  evil  to  the  community,  n< 
“ amount  of  interference  with  individual  industrial  opera 
“ tions  could  properly  be  called  ‘ undue  interference,’  ” am 
he  suggested  the  simple  expedient,  of  “ placing  the  offender 
“ under  such  penalties  as  to  make  their  passive  resistan 
“ policy  the  most  expensive  of  all.” 

The  Conference  was  then  addressed  by  Mr.  Wills,  M.P 
and  several  gentlemen  of  eminence  in  medicine  and  oth 
science,  of  Edinburgh,  Glasgow,  and  Galashiels,  touchi 
pollution  of  rivers  by  sewage  and  relating  to  the  wat 
supply,  in  the  course  of  which  Dr.  Andrew  Aitken  (Edinburg 
forcibly  observed,  “ that  the  question  was  how  to  keep  our  riv 
“ water  perfectly  pure  ? With  a little  precaution  river  wat 
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“ could  be  kept  pure  for  primary  uses;  therefore,  there  ought 
“ to  be  no  compromise , and  pure  ivater  should  he  demanded  as  a 
“ first  necessity ;”  and  the  President  (John  Beddoe,  M.D., 
F.R.S.)  closed  the  Conference  by  the  significant  announce- 
ment “ that  the  Secretaries  had  not  been  able  to  induce  any 
“ manufacturer  to  bring  forward  a paper  on  this  subject, 
“ although  the  Association  had  been  extremely  anxious  to 
“ hear  all  sides.” 

So  the  matter  of  River  Pollution  stood  at  the  end  of  1880. 

The  next  year,  1881,  both  Houses  of  Parliament  appeared 
anxious  to  redeem  the  lost  session  of  the  preceding  year,  and 
each  addressed  itself  early  and  energetically  to  river  pollution. 
In  the  Commons,  on  the  very  first  possible  day,  five  members, 
not  the  customary  two,  introduced  a Bill  under  the  title  of  the 
“Rivers  Floods  Prevention,”  “ to  make  provision  for  the  better 
“ prevention  of  floods  and  for  the  conservancy  of  rivers.” 
It  proposed  to  constitute  General  Conservancy  Boards  with 
powers  “ to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  Rivers  Pollution 
“ Prevention  Act  of  1876”.  It  was  read  the  first  time  on  the 
7th  of  January,  and  a second  time  on  the  20th  of  January, 
and  was  ordered  for  Committee. 

The  Lords  were  equally  prompt.  They  introduced  a Bill, 
on  the  first  available  day  in  their  House,  under  the  title  of 
the  “ Rivers  Conservancy  and  Floods  Prevention  Bill,”  passed 
it  through  all  its  stages,  and  sent  it  to  the  Commons  on  the 
18th  of  March. 

This  Bill  no  doubt  had  reference  mainly  to  the  mischief 
caused  by  floods,  a matter  of  very  secondary  importance 
compared  with  the  evil  arising  from  river  pollution,  and 
which  would  be  much  diminished  by  their  purification, 
inasmuch  as  the  flood  waters,  if  clean,  would  in  many 
cases  do  more  good  than  harm.  It  is  the  poisonous 
ingredients  in  the  flood  waters  caused  by  its  pollution 
that  destroy  the  herbage  and  do  so  much  damage.  The 
Bill  besides,  in  common  with  all  Bills  for  the  constitu- 
tion of  Conservancy  Boards,  contained  rating  powers  to 
defray  their  expenses  which  were  considered  highly  objec- 
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tionable  by  many  parties  and  created  great  opposition. 
Fortunately  such  powers  are  wholly  unnecessary  in  Acts  to 
prevent  river  pollution.  Still,  as  in  several  of  the  Bills, 
provisions  were  introduced  with  a view  to  strengthen  the 
legislation  of  1876  for  the  prevention  of  pollution  of  the 
streams,  and  it  was  always  proposed  to  introduce  such  pro- 
visions in  others,  it  seemed  right  to  refer  to  them  as  legis- 
lative efforts  in  the  direction  of  river  sanitation. 

The  introduction  simultaneously  of  two  Bills  in  the  re- 
spective Houses,  avowedly  for  effecting  the  same  purpose, 
was  not  a little  unusual,  and  certainly  "was  a very  decided 
admission  by  both  of  the  necessity  for  further  legislation. 
The  proceedings  on  them  were  still  more  remarkable. 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  principle  of  those 
Bills  and  their  respective  provisions  had  been  during  the 
preceding  thirty  years  more  or  less  suggested,  discussed, 
considered,  and  recommended  by  two  sets  of  Loyal  Commis- 
sioners ; three  Select  Committees  of  the  House  of  Lords ; 
and  in  the  various  proceedings  on  the  Alkali  Act ; the  Health 
Acts  ; the  Livers  Pollution  Prevention  Act ; and  the  numerous 
Bills  which  have  been  referred  to  as  introduced  and  with- 
drawn. 

Thus,  then,  on  the  18th  of  March  the  Commons  had  before 
them  their  own  “ Livers  Floods  Prevention  Bill,”  which  had 
been  read  a second  time,  and  the  Lords’  “Livers  Conservancy 
“ and  Floods  Prevention  Bill,”  which  they  had  just  received. 

Both  Bills  were  committed,  not,  as  usual  with  public 
Bills,  to  a Committee  of  the  whole  House,  but  to  a Select 
Committee. 

This,  at  this  early  period  of  the  session,  looked  very  like 
business,  or  legislation.  But  it  was  not  to  be ; by  reason  of 
many  adjournments,  and  various  discussions  as  to  the  number 
of  which  the  Committee  should  consist,  it  was  not  nominated 
till  the  10th  of  June,  a loss  of  more  than  two  months.  The 
Committee  included  three  members  of  the  Government,  Mr, 
Dodson,  Lord  E.  Cavendish,  and  Lord  E.  Fitzmaurice. 

The  Committee  met  under  the  Chairmanship  of  Mr. 
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Dodson,  and  after  seven  days  sitting,  reported  on  the  29th  of 
June  in  favor  of  the  Lords’  Bill  as  amended. 

The  amended  Lords’  Bill,  instead  of  being  thereupon,  as 
was  to  have  been  expected,  according  to  the  usual  practice  of 
the  House,  read  a third  time  and  passed,  was  re-committed 
to  a Committee  of  the  whole  House.  Still,  as  it  was  only  the 
commencement  of  July,  there  was  yet  apparently  ample  time 
to  pass  a Bill  which  had  gone  through  the  Lords,  and  had 
also  been  so  fully  discussed  by  a strong  Select  Committee  of 
the  Commons. 

Not  so,  however;  the  meeting  of  the  Committee  of  the 
House  was  deferred  by  numerous  short  adjournments  to  the 
2nd  of  August,  when  the  Order  for  Committee  was  discharged, 
and  the  Bill  shared  the  fate  of  its  many  predecessors,  and 
was  withdrawn ; and  once  more  the  session  terminated,  so 
far  as  respected  that  trifling  matter,  the  “ national  evil  ” of 
river  pollution,  re  infecta. 

Why  the  Lords  Bill,  as  amended  by  the  Select  Committee 
of  the  Commons,  was  not  passed,  it  is  difficult  to  imagine, 
unless,  and  certainly  with  good  reason,  it  was  thought  that 
the  Act,  without  the  provision  giving  the  Conservancy  Authori- 
ties powers  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  Rivers  Pollution 
Prevention  Act  of  1876  would  be  of  little  or  no  value,  and 
that  it  would  be  better,  as  it  certainly  was,  to  leave  the 
I whole  matter  open  for  a future  session. 

The  entire  disregard  by  both  the  Industries  and  the  Sani- 
, tary  Authorities  of  the  moral  and  legal  obligations  cast  upon 
them  by  that  Act,  the  one  not  to  pollute  rivers  and  the  other 
not  to  permit  river  pollution,  could  only  be  attributable  to  an 
absence  of  all  knowledge  as  to  the  proper  remedies,  or  to  an 
assumed  inability  or  difficulty  on  the  part  of  the  Industries 
in  raising  capital  for  their  application.  This  at  any  rate 
seems  to  have  been  the  view  taken  by  the  Legislature  in 
passing  the  Act  of  1881.* 

* 44  and  45  Viet.:  “ To  incorporate  and  confer  powers  on  the  Manufacturers' 
“ and  Millow  tiers'  Mutual  Aid  Association  for  facilitating  the  cleansing  and 
preventing  the  Pollution  of  Rivers  and  Streams  of  running  water." 
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By  that  Act  a few  landowners  and  gentlemen,  wliosi 
primary  object  was  to  obtain  and  preserve  clean  rivers,  wen 
incorporated  expressly  to  assist  the  Industries  to  obey  tin 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  1876,  and  powers  were  conceded  ti 
the  Association  thereby  created  of  a very  pertinent  and  usefu 
character. 

It  would  be  the  interest  of  the  Association  to  ascertain  tin 
proper  remedy  for  each  description  of  pollution,  and  then,  01 
agreement  with  the  Industry,  either  themselves  to  carry  it  ou 
or  to  advance  money  to  the  Industry  to  do  so  ; and  to  facilitate 
the  raising  of  the  requisite  capital  on  terms  which  would  b( 
both  cheap  and  convenient  to  the  Industry,  the  Act  sanctionei 
the  outlay  being  made  a statutory  charge  on  the  property  repay 
able  by  easy  instalments,  with  powers  similar  to  those  grantee 
under  the  several  Lands  Improvement  Acts  winch  have  con 
ferred  so  much  benefit  on  our  agricultural  interests. 

There  is  but  one  explanation  that  can  be  suggested  why 
after  this  Act,  nearly  twro  years  were  allowed  to  elapse  witl 
so  little  apparent  desire  or  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Indus 
tries  or  the  Sanitary  Authorities  to  prevent  the  pollution  pro 
hibited  by  the  Act  of  1876. 

That  explanation  is  that  until  the  announcement  of  th 
Great  International  Fisheries  Exhibition  the  provisions  of  th 
Act  of  1881,  and  the  facilities  it  afforded  for  the  observanc 
of  the  enactments  of  the  previous  Act  of  1876,  were  almos 
entirely  unknown  both  to  the  Industries  and  to  the  Sanitar 
Authorities. 

The  great  and  popular  International  Fisheries  Exhibitio 
of  1883,  wliich  was  favoured  by  so  many  hundreds  < 
thousand  visitors,  called  for  an  exposition  of  the  evils  < 
river  pollution  and  its  prejudicial  effect  on  fish  life,  ar 
afforded  an  excellent  opportunity  for  spreading  abroad 
knowledge  of  the  Association,  and  of  its  useful  powers,  and 
the  ease  with  which  that  great  national  nuisance  might,  wi 
the  assistance  of  the  Association,  be  abated,  without  ai 
serious  inconvenience,  nay,  in  some  instances,  even  ivi 
advantage  to  the  Industries. 
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The  stir  then  made  doubtless  had  its  effect,  as  witness 
some  remarks  which  lately  appeared  in  one  of  the  daily 
morning  papers,  and  was  quoted  in  others,  in  which,  after 
referring  to  the  “ sneer ” with  which  Lord  Beaconsfield’s 
views  on  river  sanitation  was  received,  as  “ being  a policy  of 
“sewage,”  the  remarks  proceeded,  “but  he  would  be  a bold 
“ speaker  who  would  now  underrate  the  value  of  pure  water 
“and  pure  air.  Both  of  the  great  national  parties  have 
“ come  to  see  their  shortcomings  in  this  matter.”  And  it  is 
indeed  high  time  that  they  did  come  to  see,  and  seeing,  that 
they  should  insist  that  such  wanton  and  scandalous 'disregard 
of  the  public  weal  should  not  longer  be  permitted. 

If  so  much  was  done  to  advance  the  case  for  river  sanita- 
tion through  the  agency  of  an  Exhibition  founded  for  the 
preservation  of  fish  life  ; what  progress  and  support  may  be 
expected  through  the  still  greater  facilities  afforded  by  an 
Exhibition  whose  main  object  is  to  promote  the  health  of 
human  beings  ? 

But  cui  bono  such  demonstration  ? What  will  it  avail, 
unless  it  moves  the  Community  to  demand  immediate  and 
; efficient  legislation  for  the  enforcement  of  the  prompt  obser- 

! vance  of  a law  of  eight  years’  standing,  which,  as  it  has  been 
seen,  has  been,  and  still  is  so  inadequate  ? The  public  have 
indeed  much  reason  to  complain,  and  there  is  no  question  a 
feeling  of  considerable  irritation  at  this  obvious  neglect  of 
the  public  interest. 

Unhappily,  or  rather  happily,  (a  strange  term  to  use  upon 
such  an  occasion,  though  upon  the  principle  of  good  out  of 
evil,  perfectly  justifiable),  there  is  a probability  that  this 
cruel  domestic  calamity  will,  despite  political  squabbles  and 
party  politics,  be  forced  upon  the  attention  of  our  law 
makers. 

Asiatic  cholera  is  at  our  threshold,  and  it  is  coming,  as 
an  influential  daily  paper  expresses  it,  as  “ a terrible  but 
“ wholesome  monitor  to  teach  the  people  respect  for  the  Laics  of 
“ Health,  and  to  terrify  England  into  the  essentials  of  public 
“ cleanliness.”  Sad,  indeed,  is  it  that  apparently  nothing 
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short  of  the  actual  presence  of  such  a monitor  will  teach  the 
British  public  respect  for  the  Laws  of  Health,  or  to  practice 
the  essentials  of  cleanliness — but  such  certainly  seems  to  be 
the  case.  The  Laws  of  Health  command  public  cleanliness 
—public  cleanliness  demands  clean  water— clean  water  for 
public  cleanliness  is  impossible  with  unclean  streams— and 
unclean  streams  will  continue  so  long  as  the  “ national  evil 
(river  pollution),  denounced  and  recorded  by  the  House  of 
Lords  more  than  ten  years  ago,  is  not  abated. 

Abated  ! It  is  notorious  that  since  the  Lords  condemned 
it  more  than  ten  years  ago  as  a “ national  evil ,”  river  pollution 
has  greatly  increased. 

Look  at  the  present  state  of  the  River  Thames,  and  the 
rivers  upon  which  our  Industries  are  situate,  and  ask  those 
who  live  near  them  whether  that  fearful  public  nuisance  has 
not  increased,  and  is  not  increasing  ? Ex  uno  clisce  omnes,  in 
June  of  this  year  an  inquest  was  held  on  the  body  of 
a female  who  fell  into  one  of  these  rivers  ; she  was  imme- 
diately rescued,  but  shortly  afterwards  died,  not  from  suffoca- 
tion or  drowning,  but  from  the  water  she  had  sw7allowed  during 
her  short  immersion.  The  medical  evidence  was  that  that 
water  had  poisoned  her,  and  the  verdict  was  to  that  effect. 

Take  one  other  instance  -which  has  been  furnished  by  the 
Chairman  of  the  Severn  Fishery  Board,  and  which  is  verj 
apposite  to  the  present  cholera  crisis  ; he  says  “ I should  like 
“ to  bring  out  clearly  that  the  drinking  water  for  various 
“towns  is  taken  from  the  rivers,  and  into  the  same  rivers  tin 
“ pollution  and  sewage  of  various  towns  is  allowed  to  flow 
“For  instance,  the  Severn;  Shrewsbury  drains  into  tha 
“ river  now,  and  the  good  citizens  of  Worcester  have  to  drib 
“ its  water.  Is  there  no  danger  of  the  cholera  germ  ?” 

Is  then  the  hope,  under  such  conditions,  of  e/fectlrelegislatio 
in  the  next  Session  so  remote  ? Must  we  adopt  the  conclusio 
arrived  at  by  another  writer  in  the  public  press,  namely,  thf 
it  “ would  be  contrary  to  all  precedent,  if,  when  threaten* 
“ by  cholera  epidemic,  any  bustling  activity  were  displayed  < 
“ meet  the  exigencies  of  the  situation.  We  shall  be  energet 
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“ enough  no  doubt  when  the  foe  has  already  landed  upon  our 
“ shores.”  The  writer  should  have  added,  and  when  it  will  be 
too  late,  alas  ! for  the  many  who  will  have  fallen  and  might 
have  been  saved  if  the  cleanliness  had  been  effected  before  the 
arrival  of  the  foe. 

Still  it  is  impossible  to  resist  one  more  beseeching  appeal ; 
to  the  Industries  not  to  do  wrong ; to  the  Sanitary  Authorities 
to  act  and  prevent  the  wrong  from  being  done ; and  to  the 
Local  Government  Board,  the  official  guardians  of  the  public 
health  in  whom  the  control  of  the  Act  is  specially  placed,  to 
exert  their  influence  on  the  Sanitary  Authorities  and  induce 
them  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  Act  and  prevent  the 
wrong. 

Should  this  appeal  fail  to  obtain,  either  voluntarily  or  by 
enforcement  of  the  existing  law,  the  immediate  discontinuance 
of  river  pollution,  it  is  devoutly  to  be  prayed  for  that  the  fell 
monitor  will  not  visit,  or  will  delay  his  visit  to  these  Islands  ; 

Iand  that  the  Legislature  will,  at  the  earliest  possible  date  in  the 
next  Session,  and  before  his  arrival,  pass  another  Act  which 
will  imperatively  insure  the  prompt  and  strict  observance 
of  those  wise  prohibitions  it  declared  eight  long  years  ago 
to  be  expedient  for  the  public  weal. 

If  further  proof  of  the  imperative  necessity  for  immediate 
and  effective  legislation  can  be  necessary  it  will  be  found  in 
the  return  moved  for  last  year  in  the  House  of  Lords  by  the 
late  President  of  the  Fisheries  Preservation  Society,  the  Duke 
of  Northumberland,  for  “ all  proceedings  instituted  in  the 
“ county  courts  in  England  and  Wales  for  the  prevention  of 
“ the  pollution  of  rivers  under  the  ‘ Eivers  Pollution  Pre- 
“ vention  Act,  1876,’  and  the  result  of  such  proceedings,” 
which  has  just  been  issued.  It  could  not  have  appeared 
at  a more  appropriate  time.  It  shows  that  the  Act  is  worse 
than  useless,  that  the  guardians  of  our  streams  are  the  chief 
polluters,  that  Sanitary  Authorities  are  improperly  so  called 
as  they  largely  help  to  produce  the  insanitary  state  of  our 
streams. 

In  six  years  there  have  been  53  cases,  an  average  of  about 
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nine  a year ; in  24  of  them  orders  have  been  made  to 
restrain  the  pollution,  but  the  orders  have  in  a great  number 
of  cases  never  been  actively  enforced.  Of  the  24  orders,  12 
have  been  obtained  at  the  instance  of  two  authorities,  the 
Corporation  of  Over  Darwen  and  the  Undertakers  of  the  Aire 
and  Calder  Navigation. 

The  account  of  the  cases,  taking  them  year  by  year,  is  as 
follows : — 

In  1877  there  were  four  cases.  In  two  (Mersey  Naviga- 
gation  Co.  v.  Shipley,  tried  at  Glossop,  and  Napper 
and  Eastwood  v.  Lawrence  and  Shalford,  tried  at 
Godaiming)  judgment  was  given  for  the  defendants. 
In  the  other  two,  Manchester,  Sheffield  & Lincolnshire 
Railway  v.  Willey  & Sons,  tried  at  Sheffield,  an  order 
was  made  restraining  the  pollution  of  the  Dun,  and  C. 
Woollam  v.  St.  Alban’s  Sanitary  Authority,  an  order 
was  made  restraining  the  pollution  of  the  river. 

In  1878  there  were  also  four  cases.  Two  against  the  Cor- 
poration of  Rochdale  were  dropped.  One  at  Manchester, 
the  Withington  Local  Board  v.  Rusholme  Local  Board, 
was  removed  into  the  High  Court.  And  one  at  Here- 
ford, John  Lloyd  v.  Corporation  of  Hereford,  an  order 
was  made  restraining  the  pollution  of  the  Wye,  but 
the  order  has  never  been  put  in  force,  and  is  now  sus- 
pended until  February,  1885,  seven  years  after  it  was 
made  ! 

In  1879  again  there  were  four  cases.  The  Corporation  of 
Burnley  v.  The  Rev.  H.  Stamer  was  struck  out  as 
neither  party  appeared.  The  Lutterworth  Sanitary 
Authority  v.  J.  Read  was  referred  to  arbitration,  but 
the  award  has  never  been  filed.  The  Hartley  Wintney 
Guardians  of  the  Poor  v.  Governor  of  Sandhurst 
College,  judgment  for  the  defendant ; and  G.  Harbin  v. 
Corpoiation  of  Yeovil,  an  order  was  made  to  compel 
execution  of  work  in  three  years. 

In  1880  the  number  rose  to  13.  In  four  cases  the  Cor- 
poration of  Over  Darwen  obtained  orders  restraining 
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Messrs.  Shorrock,  Messrs.  Fillbrand,  Messrs.  Patter  & 
Co.,  and  the  Collins  Paper  Mill  Company  depositing 
rubbish  in  the  River  Darwen.  Four  at  the  suit  of  the 
Whitworth  Local  Board  were  struck  out.  In  the  Ludlow 
Sanitary  Authority  v.  Genner  a penalty  of  £20  inflicted. 
In  a case  of  the  Severn  Fishery  Board  v.  J.  Lewis,  the 
application  was  withdrawn.  In  two  cases  at  Cuckfield, 
the  Cuckfield  Guardians  of  the  Poor  v.  Rev.  N.  Woodard, 
the  applications  were  adjourned  sine  die  with  liberty 
to  apply,  and  in  one  at  Bristol  an  order  wras  made 
restraining  the  Defendants  polluting  the  River  Frome. 

In  1881,  in  R.  Ledden  v.  Middlewicli  Local  Board,  an 
order  was  made  restraining  the  pollution  of  the  River 
Cross.  A case  at  Manchester  was  withdrawn.  A case 
at  Crewe  removed  into  the  High  Court.  At  Todmorden 
an  order  was  made  restraining  the  pollution  of  Hebden 
Water  under  a penalty  of  £10  a day.  Two  cases  by 
the  Corporation  of  Birmingham  were  withdrawn,  and 
an  order  to  restrain  the  pollution  of  the  Dee  was 
refused. 

In  1882,  in  three  cases  at  the  instance  of  the  Undertakers 
of  the  Aire  and  Calder  Navigation,  orders  were  made 
staying  pollution  under  a penalty  of  £10  a day.  Two 
by  the  Corporation  of  Birmingham  adjourned  sine  die. 
At  Farnham,  an  order  was  made  to  restrain  the 
pollution  of  the  River  Wey,  but  was  suspended  till 
January,  1884  ; and  at  Horsham,  an  order  was  made 
restraining  the  pollution  of  a stream. 

In  1883.  At  Penrith,  one  case  was  struck  out.  In 
another,  a nuisance  was  ordered  to  be  removed.  A 
company  wTere  restrained  from  depositing  rubbish  in 
the  River  Darwen.  At  the  instance  of  the  Aire  and 
Calder  Navigation,  the  pollution  of  the  Cragg  Valley 
Stream  was  restrained  under  a penalty  of  £10  a day. 
At  Bishop’s  Stortford  an  application  to  restrain  the 
pollution  of  the  River  Stort  was  withdrawn.  At 
Maidstone  an  order  was  made  prohibiting  the  pollution 
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of  the  River  Leybourne,  but  was  suspended  for  six 
months,  and  afterwards  the  Sanitary  Authority  were 
fined  £4  for  not  obeying  the  order.  At  Crewkerne 
another  application  against  a Sanitary  Authority  for 
polluting  a stream  was  withdrawn. 

In  1884,  up  to  June  20th.  The  Corporation  of  Darwen 
restrained  a manufacturer  from  depositing  rubbish  in 
the  Darwen.  In  two  cases  brought  by  the  Aire  and 
Calder,  judgment  was  given  for  the  Defendants.  In 
another  against  the  Corporation  of  Burslem,  the  same 
result  took  place.  In  two  cases  at  Colchester,  orders 
were  obtained  against  the  Corporation,  to  restrain  the 
pollution  of  the  Colne. 

Such  is  the  result  of  six  years  of  the  Act.  For  County 
Court  purposes,  England  and  Wales  are  divided  into  59 
circuits  ; in  only  25  of  them  have  proceedings  been  taken  ; in 
12  of  them  there  has  only  been  one  case  each. 

There  is  but  a single  case  from  Wales,  and  that  one  was 
withdrawn. 

The  cases  all  come  from  15  counties  : — Cumberland, 
Lancashire,  Yorkshire,  Cheshire,  Leicester,  Warwick,  Stafford, 
Hereford,  Montgomery,  Essex,  Hertford,  Surrey,  Kent, 
Sussex,  Somerset.  In  the  remaining  37  no  steps  have  been 
taken  to  check  pollution. 

No  less  than  19  out  of  the  53  cases,  are  cases  against 
Local  Boards,  Corporations,  or  Sanitary  Authorities,  the  very 
bodies  to  idiom  the  exclusive  carrying  out  of  the  Act  is 
entrusted. 

We  are  now  threatened  with  Cholera,  and  the  one  impor- 
tant thing  is  the  purity  of  our  water.  It  is  far  from  a com- 
fortable reflection,  that  a very  large  percentage  of  the  polluters 
ol  our  streams,  so  far  as  this  return  shows,  are  the  persons 
to  whom  the  Legislature  has  entrusted  the  task  of  preserving 
their  purity.  Two  things  are  clearly  demonstrated,  that  the 
present  legislation  is  wholly  insufficient  for  the  purpose,  and 
that  the  Sanitary  Authorities  are  not  fit  to  be  exclusively 
entrusted  with  powers  to  preserve  our  rivers  from  pollution. 
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With  these  facts  staring  them  in  the  face,  the  public 
urgently  pray  for  further  and  better  legislation  on  the  subject. 

Whether  the  purification  of  our  rivers  is  to  result 
from  voluntary  action,  or  from  compulsion  under  the  existing 
law,  or  under  a new  and  more  stringent  law,  that  result  will 
certainly  be  much  expedited  by  a confederated  body 
who  will  keep  the  evil  constantly  before  the  notice  of  the 
public,  and  press  it  persistently  on  the  attention  of  the 
Legislature. 

It  would  be  idle  to  suggest  the  need  of  such  an  organiza- 
tion without  originating  the  initiatory  step  for  its  formation. 
The  accompanying  prospectus  has  accordingly  being  framed. 

The  Federation,  if  influentially  constituted,  with  a small 
but  energetic  Executive  Committee,  armed  with  the  requisite 
funds  to  excite  and  concentrate  public  interest  on  the 
question,  and  bring  its  fair  pressure  forcibly  upon  Parliament, 
will  have  a short  and  successful  mission.  For  these  purposes 
little  will  be  needed,  sufficient  only  to  provide  the  means  for 
constant  communication,  through  the  medium  of  the  daily 
press,  with  the  public ; and  for  securing  the  assistance  of 
experienced  parliamentary  counsel  and  agency  to  see  that 
an  efficient  Bill  is  introduced  at  the  earliest  possible  moment, 
and  advanced  with  the  utmost  speed;  and  to  watch,  and, 
if  need  be,  improve  any  Bill  that  may  be  introduced  by  any 
Department  of  the  Government,  or  from  any  other  quarter, 
and  aid  its  progress  through  Parliament  by  petitions  and 
evidence,  if  such  be  found  necessary. 

A Bill  has  already  been  drafted  by  Mr.  Willis-Bund,  who, 
as  Chairman  of  the  Severn  Fishery  Board,  a district  that 
suffers  greatly  from  pollution,  has  had  ample  opportuni- 
ties of  becoming  practically  acquainted  both  with  the  value  of 
clear  streams,  and  of  the  enactments  necessary  to  render  and 
keep  our  rivers  clean. 

It  adopts,  as  did  in  effect  the  Act  of  1876,  the  recommenda- 
tion of  the  Royal  Commissioners  in  absolutely  forbidding 
“ the  casting  of  solid  matter  into  river  channels ,”  and  that  “ any 
“polluting  liquid  discharges  into  watercourses , below  certain 
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“ standards  of  parity,  should  also  he  forbidden,'*  and  it  likewise 
specifies,  which  the  Act  does  not,  the  “ standards  of  purity  f 
below  which  the  liquid  discharges  shall  be  deemed  polluting. 
It  moreover  provides,  in  accordance  with  the  opinion  of  the 
Commissioners,  for  “ an  equal  and  efficient  administration 
“ throughout  the  country  for  these  purposes ,”  but  not  in  the 
manner  suggested  by  the  Commissioners. 

The  Act  has  no  provision  for  such,  or  any  “ equal  and 
efficient  administration,”  and  hence  its  defect  and 
insufficiency. 

The  Act  leaves  the  administration  to  the  voluntary  action 
of  the  Sanitary  Authorities.  The  Bill  renders  that  action 

obligatory. 

The  Commissioners  recommend  the  “ appointment  of 
“ Inspectors  to  wdiom  should  be  committed  the  duty  of 
“ detecting  and  proving  offences.”  This  duty  would  be  some- 
what invidious,  and  there  are  other  obvious  objections,  which 
might  be  urged  to  that  course. 

It  is  considered  that  the  machinery  for  securing  the  prompt 
and  certain  observance  of  the  law,  would  be  better  secured  by 
making  it  incumbent  upon,  and  the  duty  of  the  Sanitary 
Authorities  throughout  the  Kingdom,  upon  the  complaint  of 
any  party  interested,  to  enforce  its  administration. 

If  the  sufferers  from  the  pollution  can,  without  cost  to 
themselves,  put  and  keep  the  krw  in  motion,  there  will  be  no 
want  of  detectors,  and  as  the  Sanitary  Authorities  are  by  law 
the  guardians  of  the  health  of  the  community,  they  are  clearly 
the  proper  parties  to  act  as  the  prosecutors  for  the  public. 

River  pollution  caused  by  discharges  from  industrial  works 
is  illegal,  and  would  speedily  cease  under  such  a law  so 
administered. 

A print  of  the  first  draft  of  the  Bill  accompanies  this  Essay. 

It  is  therefore  desired  that  every  nobleman  and  gentleman, 
whether  riparian  owner,  angler,  or  in  any  other  way  inte- 
rested in  clean  rivers,  to  whose  hand  the  prospectus  may 
come,  will  authorise  the  addition  of  his  name  to  the  list  of 
patrons  or  council ; weight  and  numbers  are  essential  for 


the  enforcement  of  that  attention  which  experience  has 
proved  is  necessary  to  ensure  prompt  and  decisive  legislation, 
and,  following  the  example  of  those  who  have  already  com- 
menced, send  their  one  guinea  contribution  (the  fixed  and 
limited  amount),  and  beyond  which  no  liability  is  incurred, 
to  the  bankers  of  the  Association. 

The  fund,  it  is  hoped,  will  far  exceed  the  requirements  of 
the  Executive  Committee,  and  that  they  will  have  the  pleasure 
of  distributing  a large  balance  in  the  way  suggested  in  the 
Prospectus  or  in  such  other  manner  as  the  subscribers 
may  think  best  for  enforcing  and  maintaining  the  object  for 
which  the  funds  have  been  subscribed. 
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